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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

. Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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Status 

1)D Responsive to communication^) filed on . 



2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quay/e, 1 935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 21 3. 
Disposition of Claims 

4) EI Claim(s) M2 is/are pending in the application. 
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5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 
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Application Papers 
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application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
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14) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(e) (to a provisional application). 
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1 . Receipt is acknowledged of the Preliminary Amendment filed December 1 3, 
2000. 

2. This application does not contain an abstract of the disclosure as required by 37 
CFR 1.72(b). An abstract on a separate sheet is required. 

3. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

At page 15, line 22, the referenced serial number "08/805,489" is believed to be 
in error. In light of page 37, line 13, it appears that this should be -08/865,489-. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

4. Claims 1-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

In claim 1 , lines 1-4, separate reference is made to the "carcass" and a "radial ply 
structure", this raising some potential for confusion as it is not entirely clear how the 
carcass and "radial ply structure" relate and in fact without providing any reference to a 
carcass, it is not clear that the radial ply structure actually is for the carcass, i.e. is a 
radial ply carcass structure as opposed to any other ply with radial cords. Clarification 
is required. 

In claim 1 , line 3, reference is made to "one or more inserts" - it however is not 
clear what the structure and/or function and/or location of these is, this rendering it 
difficult to determine the scope of protection afforded by this language. As it is assumed 
that these are the sidewall run-flat inserts, it is suggested this be reflected in the claim. 
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Claim 2 defines that the underlay is "disposed radially inward of the belt 
structure", this seemingly intended to further limit the relative location for the underlay. 
Claim 1 however already defines that the underlay is between the belt structure and 
radial ply structure and thus it seems implicit or inherent in this requirement that the 
underlay is radially inward of the belt structure. Clarification is therefore required of 
what this requirement adds that is not already implicitly defined in claim 1 . 

Claim 3 is indefinite as it defines a grouping using Markush type language but 
rather than referring to the group as "consisting of, it defines "consisting essentially of 

- this is considered to be improper Markush group language and raises some ambiguity 
in determining the scope of the grouping. It is suggested that "essentially" be deleted. 

In claim 5, no antecedent has been established for "the circumferentially oriented 
cords...". 

Claim 6 defines that the underlay "separates" the belt structure from the ply 
structure whereas claim 1 already defines that the underlay is "between" the belt and ply 
structures. It is not clear what additional requirement beyond the already present 
requirement that it be in between the two structures is being defined by this requirement 
that the underlay "separates" the two. In other words, it is not clear how or whether 
claim 6 further limits claim 1 . 

In claim 7, the phrase "most preferably" renders the scope of the claim indefinite 

- it is suggested it be deleted. 

Claim 9 is indefinite as it is not clear how the "radial plies" referred to relate to 
those already defined in claim 1 - are they the same or some additional ply? If they are 



• 



• 
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the same, this should be clearer from the claim language (e.g. "said..."). Further, the 
phrase "at least one or more" is awkward and redundant. 

In the preamble of claim 10, reference is made to forming a "run flat tire" whereas 
there is no other mention or description or step of forming a run-flat tire in the body of 
the claim. To avoid potential confusion, it is suggested that the steps or steps be 
modified to explicitly define or refer to a run flat tire and/or its components. 

In claim 10, step (b), no antecedent has been established for "the fabric 
underlay". Also in step (b), it would be clearer if the wrapping of the ribbon were defined 
as e.g. a plurality of times - otherwise, there is some question as to whether this reads 
on a ribbon wound a single time and spliced, this apparently not being the intent 
particularly in light of claims 1 1 and 12 referring to the edge abutments. 

In claim 10, step (c), no antecedent has been established for "the wrapped fabric 
overlay". 

Also, in claim 10, particularly steps (c) and (d), it is arguably not entirely clear 
what is contemplated by the requirement for "blowing-up" the carcass/tire - in particular, 
note that only step (d) defines that the cords are prestressed while it is not clear why the 
step (c) would not also prestress the cords assuming that this is requiring internal 
pressure applied to the carcass. Along the same lines, it is not entirely clear whether 
these steps of "blowing-up" are intended to actually require some level of circumferential 
expansion in each case - it would seem that they are but clarification/confirmation of 
this would be helpful. 
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5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1 , 2, 6, 8 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(b) as bejng anticipated 
by EP 385,192 to Pirelli or FR 2,425,334 to Kleber Colombes. 

EP '192 discloses a run flat tire including a radial carcass, sidewall inserts, a belt 
structure (6) and what can be termed a fabric underlay ply (7), this ply being described 
as having cords at 15-20 degrees, this being therefore within the claimed range (col. 5, 
lines 15+). Further, this ply is clearly wider than the belt ply (6) and can be considered 
to separate the belt ply from the carcass. An overlay is also suggested (col. 5, lines 
31+). 

Similarly, FR '334 discloses a run flat tire including a radial carcass, sidewall 
inserts, a belt structure (e.g. 23 2 in fig. 1) and an underlay (23i or at least the innermost 
ply thereof), the cords of the plies 23 being at 10-25 degrees (page 2, lines 9+), this 
suggesting values as claimed. The inner ply is further clearly wider than the upper plies 
and can be considered to separate the belt from the carcass. Further, the uppermost 
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ply within 23 2 can be termed an "overlay", there being nothing in the present claims to 
distinguish this from any other belt ply layer. 

8. Claims 1 -3, 6, 8 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(b) as being anticipated 
by Willard, Jr. (US 5,511,599). 

Willard, Jr. discloses a run flat tire including a radial carcass, sidewall inserts, a 
belt structure (e.g. upper ply 84) and what can be termed a fabric underlay ply (e.g. 
lower ply 82), this lower ply being described as having cords at 16-30 degrees, this 
being therefore within the claimed range (col. 10, lines 1-22). Further, this ply is clearly 
wider than the belt ply (84) and can be considered to separate the belt ply from the 
carcass. An overlay (86) is also suggested. 

9. Claims 3-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over EP 
385,192 to Pirelli or FR 2,425,334 to Kleber Colombes while claims 4-5 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Willard, Jr. (US 5,51 1 ,599). 

As to claim 3, the claimed materials are considered to be inclusive of well-known 
and conventional belt cord materials, their use in the belt plies of EP '192 and FR '334 
(the innermost layers of which are being considered to be an underlay as claimed) 
being therefore obvious. As to claims 4-5, it is not entirely clear how the underlay 
relates to the "neutral bending axis" as claimed - it would seem however from their 
inner most location adjacent the carcass that the claimed requirement would be met or 
obvious from what is taught in the references. Further, it is well known and 
conventional in this art that a tire will typically expand slightly in the mold, such being 
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therefore obvious and it being considered that this would prestress the cords as 
claimed. 

1 0. Claims 1 -9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Roesgen et al. (US 5,332,018) or Welter (US 4,262,726) or Iwata et al. (US 4,842,682) 
or Cluzel (US 5,996,662) taken in view of Oare et al. (US 5,368,082). 

Each of Roesgen et al. (fig. 9), Welter (note ply 20), Iwata et al. (note ply 1 ) and 
Cluzel (note ply 20) discloses radial tires including belts and underlying low angled 
plies, the cords being at low angles inclusive of zero degrees. These references thus 
are considered to teach tires consistent with the present claims except they do not 
describe them as run flat tires and thus do not include run-flat inserts (assuming that 
this is what is meant by the term "inserts" in claim 1 ). It however is well known in this art 
to provide a tire with sidewall inserts to provide run-flat properties to the tire, the 
reference to Oare et al. being merely exemplary. To include sidewall inserts in tires 
otherwise constructed as set forth in the primary references would therefore have been 
obvious for the obvious advantage of providing a level of run-flat capability to the tires. 

11. Claims 10-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Roesgen et al. (US 5,332,018) taken in view of EP 335,588 to Sumitomo, Kohno et al. 
(US 5,054,532), GB 1,487,426 to Verbauwhede, Oare et al. (US 5,368,082) and 
optionally Welter (US 4,262,726). 

Roesgen et al. disclose a radial tire including belts and an underlying wound low 
angled ply (fig. 9), the cords being at low angles inclusive of zero degrees. This 
reference does not however provide specific details of the formation of this structure. It 
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however is first noted that well known and conventional tire building includes forming a 
cylindrical green carcass followed by toroidal shaping thereof (i.e. blowing-up) to join 
with the belt and tread followed by final shaping in the mold - to build the tire 
construction of Roesgen et al. by adapting such conventional building would therefore 
have been obvious. Following such conventional formation would thus suggest steps 
consistent with steps (a) and (c). As to step (d), in light of EP '588 (note esp. page 2, 
lines 43-48) and Kohno et al. (note esp. col. 3, lines 44-60) it is apparent that it is 
important, desirable and usually necessary for the tire to expand or "blow-up" in the final 
molding/vulcanization to properly mold the tire. To provide or allow such would 
therefore have been obvious, this further being expected to prestress the cords to some 
extent. Further, GB '426 as well as Welter, Kohno et al. and EP '588 provide evidence 
that the artisan understands the importance of having circumferentially oriented cords in 
a stressed and relative inextensible state in the final tire - otherwise they would be 
understood to be relatively ineffective in their reinforcement role. As to step (b) and 
thus winding of the circumferential ply, it is submitted that in light of the cited art, the 
ordinary artisan would have understood that this innermost ply would typically and 
normally be wound either on a drum or directly on the toroidally shaped carcass (e.g. as 
in GB '426) either expedient being obvious and leading to only the expected results. As 
to the reference to a run-flat tire, it is well known in this art to provide a tire with sidewall 
inserts to provide run-flat properties to the tire, the reference to Oare et al. being merely 
exemplary. To include sidewall inserts in tires otherwise constructed as set forth in the 



Application/Control Number: 09/719,705 ra 9 e • 

Art Unit: 1733 

primary reference would therefore have been obvious for the obvious advantage of 
providing a level of run-flat capability to the tires. 

1 2. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Geoffrey L. Knable whose telephone number is 703- 
308-2062. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael W. Ball can be reached on 703-308-2058. The fax phone numbers 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 703-872-9310 
for regular communications and 703-872-9311 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-308- 



0651. 
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G. Knable 
April 20, 2002 



